Universiti Teknologi Malaysia has a standard instrument for gathering data from students about their response to teaching and learning. Besides rating, written comments provide further explanation such as on standards, quality, teacher preparation and personality. This paper reports on the comments made by student to the 5 % top rated and 5 % bottom rated lecturers in Semester 2, Session 2010/2011 regarding their teaching performance. This study concluded with two important findings; first, the students comments did correlate with their overall assessment on lecturer's performance and secondly to be an excellent lecturer (or otherwise), ability to deliver lecture effectively play significant role compared to other performance criteria.
Introduction
Students' evaluation on teacher's teaching performance continues to be the most frequently the most assessment used in higher education to guess on how well courses are taught, despite questions regarding their validity. Centra (2003) , claimed in his paper that there were well over 2000 studies on the student evaluations topic referenced in the ERIC system, in which much of the research and debate was centered on the validity of these student ratings. The result of the study indicated that majority of these studies tend to conclude that these evaluations are reliable and valid when compared to other measures of effective teaching.
At Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM), the teaching evaluation process is known as Lecturer Performance Assessment (ePPP) which is carried out every semester for all the courses and sections within courses offered for both undergraduate and postgraduate (by taught course) programmes. The Lecturer Performance Assessment is available online via http://aimsweb.utm.my/eppp.
The main purpose of the evaluation is to provide information and feedback to academic staff on their teaching performance which in turn should enable them to do some self-reflection and eventually take some necessary actions to enhance their teaching performance in the future.
Every semester, students in UTM are given several weeks towards the end of the semester to evaluate the delivery of the courses taken by them. Data collected from the responses given by the students were analysed, tabulated and then presented to the university's top management including the Dean of faculties. Based on the findings, remedial actions and future plans are strategized to ensure continuous improvement in the quality of teaching and learning. Lecturer can also log into the system to see their own result and comments by the students at the end of the semester which can also be used for self reflection and improvement.
The online assessment, with no intervention from the lecturer, is normally carried out at the last few weeks of the semester. This will ensure the reliability of the assessment since the student's final grade of the course is generally not known; hence the evaluation has no grade bias. To further enhance the reliability of the assessment, students were also encouraged to write (at the bottom of the evaluation form) their comments on their perception or feelings toward their lecturer.
Objective
The study that is discussed in this paper is focusing on the comments made by the students to the 5 % top and 5 % bottom rated lecturers. The aims are of two folds; firstly is to identify the true strength (for the 5 % top rated) and weakness (5 % bottom rated) in order to strategically plan the necessary improvement measures to be taken by the university authority in the near future. Secondly is to investigate whether there is any correlation between students overall performance to the comments made by them, hence determining the relevant of the questionnaires used in the ePPP process.
Instrument
The ePPP comprises four sections: (a) planning and preparation, (b) Delivery Techniques, (c) Assessment, and, (d) Students-Lecturer Relation. Each section has five questions that made the total of 20 items. Each items is assessed using 5 point likert scale (1= Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3= Medium Agreement, 4 = Agree, 5= Strongly Agree) choices. Apart from the rating of the above 20 items, open ended written comments are also taken into account on which it provide further explanation such as standards, quality, teacher preparation or even personality. Table 1 to 4 shows sample of items in the Lecturer Performance Assesment (ePPP) instrument. 
Item No Question

A2
The course content is suitable for postgraduate level
A3
Course requirements learning outcomes and expectations of students' performance are clearly explained Table 2 . Some of the items in Part (B) on Delivery Technique
Item No Question
B1
The content is given in the context of real world applications
B2
The lecturer engages students to participate in the learning process Table 3 . Some of the items in Part (C) on Assessment
Item No Question
C3
Assessments are related to the course syllabus
C4
Methods used for evaluating students' work are fair and appropriate Table 4 . Some of the items in Part (D) on Students-Lecturer Relationship
Item No Question
D4
The lecturer treats students in a professional manner
D5
The lecturer is open to different viewpoints from students
Findings
The result of the ePPP assessment in Semester I and II Session 2010/2011 shows that the performance of each faculty, school or unit, based on overall mean scored by lecturers ranged from 4.23 to 4.70 (out of 5). This has lead to the overall university mean of 4.34 for undergraduate level and 4.40 for the postgraduate level in Semester I and 4.40 and 4.42 respectively in Semester II. These figures suggests that in general students express satisfaction in the teaching and learning performance delivered by the academic staff in UTM as it falls within the range of very good and excellent performance.
Result of analysis on the 5 % top and bottom rated shown in Table 5 shows that the top rated lecturers has almost similar strength in all sections with lecturer-students relation score the highest. For the bottom rated lecturers, the delivery is the highest weakness, suggesting that the way lecturers conduct teaching and learning in class plays an important role. It is worth mentioning that the cut off value for the 5 % highest achievers is 4.87 whilst for the lowest 5 % achievers, is 3.8. Hence, although categorized as lower achievers based on the data obtained, these academic staffs are still considered good performers as this score falls within the range of good and very good performers. The analysis on top and bottom rated lecturers were carried out in which the students' comments (over 1300 comments) were collected. All comments from students were divided four categories (A, B, C and D), similar to the categories used in each evaluation sections. Three additional categories were made, i.e. M: Motivation U: General comment and X: Contrary comments, in order to accommodate comments that were not fit well with the first four categories.
Example of comments and their categories are shown in Table 6 Several interesting findings can be summarized as follows: more than 70 percent of good comments on the lectures and vice versa is related to the mode of Teaching and Learning delivery, followed by a good relationship with students. This means that to be a good and effective lecturer and respected by students, one must master the right kind of teaching methods, and have a good relationship (friendly, tolerant, understanding the problem) with students. Weaknesses in both of these aspects can also lead to a lecturer, labeled as weak and less effective by their students. This finding fits quite well with some of the finding shown in Table 5 .
Conclusion
Detailed analysis of the highest and lowest achievers based on the lecturer performance assessment had been carried out with the aim of identifying the strength and weaknesses of these groups. The findings concluded that to be an excellent lecturer, one should master the delivery techniques and should establish good relation with the students. The reverse is also true, poor teaching delivery is regarded by students as the main factor that contributes to poor performance. This shows that all the myth such as Student ratings are not a valid assessment of teaching quality is not true. In fact, many research shows that student ratings had positive correlation with many other measure of teaching evaluation (Cashin, 1990; Ory, 2001); & McKeachie, 1997) . The result may varies across individual studies, but it shows an agreement that if students consistently say someone's teaching is good or bad, they're almost certainly right (Felder & Brent, 2008) .
